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Discovering the question in field based teacher education (FBTE) is harder

than answering it. What is the meaning of this statement? I have a strong

interest4n EBTE and co

Washington University.

-analysis of these data.

nsiderable data related to five years of FBTE at

Yet j had trouble deciding bow to appreachtthe
) ,

Recounting,my struggle to formulate the quespion'will,

I,hope;give the reader insight into 'the complexities of FBTE.

Identifying'the Issue

Te majorampurse for this paper is my belief that the implementaion of

4
a FBTE Program is far more complicated than is generally recognized. Not being

a pessimist, I believe that these complexities can be coped with, pirticularlY

if the'faculty of a FBTE program is willing to examine the problems as well

A

as the possibilities of FBTE. With our five years of experiencetin FBTE at

1

Washington'Univerity, we should be able to help other colleges or universities

interested in FBTE anticipate-Aome of the problEms which are likely to accompany

this approach. With.this conv(ction in mind I wrote a note A March to the

current'FBTE.Taculty that I wanted to make q presentitalon to the National

Conference on Teacher Education. I suggested that this presentation could be

expanded into aAoint effort if any of the four of them wanted to participate.

I concluded the note by saying: "My own interest is in doing a presentation,

whicli stresses some of the problems/Ulemmas which a field based teacher

education approach faces. The analysis would be done from the perspective

of school /university interaction and the perspective of creating a new setting

(a la Sarason). I am inteiested in looking at the entire five years of our

experience with field baied teacher education." One faculty member briefly

consideree-de possibility of a joint effort with me, two did not respond,

J and the fourth wrote: "I ak concerned about how the program is represented

to this gr9up4 And wbether Your or anybne else's
.

account is taken as defini-

tive or 'official. "'
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As a result I was not only 'in my own but ice addition I needed to be careful

that the analysis of the current program was well documented. Indeed, tension

between me and the current FBTE staff overanalysis of their program went back

to the prior summer at which time my 'propogal for program evaludtiOn was re-

jected by the staff. In spite of the history of tension dyer program evalu-

ation, I decided to submit the program proposal I had outlined in my note to

the FBTE faculty. All ,too often, I reasoned, interesting clinical efforts

are not reported in the literature because interpersonal conflicts or political

problems make such reporting difficult. At the same time I resolved-to omit

1

names; to rely. whenever possible on public and other written records rather

than on,retrospectivq interviews, personal recollection,.-or other less public

sources of data; to takeseriously mypromise to analyze the first four years

as well as the most recent one. I hoped that depersonalizing the analysis,

1

.stressing public sources of data, and taking the analysis as'historical as

possible would yield a paper which spoke to specific-issues without being

a

overly evaluative of any particular faculty member, school person, student

oi

teacher, or school situation,

Even before the program proposal was accepted I started filing away Ideas

which occurred to meat odd moments. One page which found its way intoomy file

listed the patterns which I thought characterized our five years of experience

with FBTE. Eiamples of these patterns include:' high rate of university faculty

turnover, concern within other parts of our department over the amount of resource's

given to FBTE, the high level of intellectual and interpersonal conflict_within

the FBTE faculty, the tendency of unexpected events to alter prearranged Plans.

So ilany of these patterns were negative that I-dreamed up a fancy concept,'

"multiple points for failure," to capture the,idea that a FBTE program, could be'
4

-in difficulty if a single key link in the "Chain" of a FBTE Program were to weaken.
a

This difficulty, moreover, could be,substantial-even ifalmost all of the other
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critical points were operating well. Would it not be valuable, I thought, to

clearly identify the links whose failure was fatal to a FBTE program?

At the same time that I was musing over the concept of "failure points" I

tried to think about FBTE by posing questionrwhich genuinely puzzled me. Three

questions' found their way into the file: (1) Why have I found myself so often

being a critic of our field based efforts even though I am sympathetic to the

concept of field based teacher education? (2) Why\have.there been several abrupt ,

do.

changes in philosophical orientation during the five years''of FBTEP (3) Why have

our.field based programs had such differential impact on students, with some stu-
n

,dents emerging -from a program in joyful praise of it but others leaving in
-

frustration, even bitterness.- In my file notes I jotted'down.a few hunches, but

I did not make much progress in systematically addressing these three questions.

In mid-Max I was notified that my program proposal, had beefi-a cepted. Now

my thoughts turned back to the original propOsal in which I had promised to

examine the "problems/dilemmas that can be expected to accompany the implements-

tion:of field based teacher education." 'Which way should I go: problems/dilemmas,

failure points, or questions which puizle me? Unable to decide, I buried myself

t>

for several" weeks 5,n. all' the data I had'. I read notes from staff meetings,

position papers, student evaluations, personal field notes; unpublished paper's.

As I read I looked for ideas which appeared/more than once; these ideas were then

grouped on one note card. Gradually, I saw that my data tended to be organized
.

around problems, perhaps because the individuals involved over the five years talked

and wrote extensively about issues which were causing them trouble. Whilethe,

categories_of data might also be related to failure points, it seemed overly

ambitious to identify the links whose failure was fatal to a FBTE program.

Similarly, the data I had did not throw much .ight on the three questions, except

that I did have extensive data which illustrated that there were indeed philoso-

phicaloturningpants in the.five year history of FBTE at Washington University.
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In_the end-my choice.among the alternatives was determindd largely by what

the dais' had might illuminate best.- *I selected a "problems" approach as my

guiding theme, though .I decided not, to limit my analysis to school /university

interaction and the creation of anew setting since the data in thy possession

suggested that:tiere were important implementation issues which did not fall in

eithd"r of thOse categories. .In addition I decided to document the changing

. -

philosophical orientations because finding implementaen'progems which cut

across various philosophical approaches to FBTE 'raises our confidence that these

are problems endemic to FBTE rather than ones peCuliar to a particular approach

to FBTE. 7,0

Philosophical Orientations: Three Cycles

In ,the-short space of five years, there have been three distinct orientations

toFBTE at Washington University. The firsts'!cycle" was one'year in length and

was identified as an inquiry-personal comnitment,model of teacher education.'The

co-directorscf the first cycle did not continue the second yeat,' and the second

.,0, 4

year faCulty conceptualized an approach whose central idea:Was the cooperative

development of teacher education by school and. university personnel. This approach

continued for three years until a key faculty member left the university. The-

third'cycle began in the fall of 1975; it was based on a partidular conception

of the good teacher. Each of these three cycles combined instruction in various

'curriculum areas with student teaching type activities.

Iri 1971r72 nineteen students and five Washington University faculty members

o

spent one year in a nearby elementary school. Influenced by the thinking o£ John

' Dewey and Robert Schaefer, the faculty tried to implement an inquiry-Ipersonal

commitment model of teacher education. One major goal of the model was that'
0

students should "think their way into teaching" so that they could develop their .

own "personal theories of teaching." This inquiry was to occur by moving the

students through a series of cycles: "from experience to conceptualization, from

conceptualization to practice and from



-5-
11,

practice, to an evaluation that produces the data necessary for the step back to"

'Jxperience" and the start of a new cycle. -The intent was to develop teachers

"whose behavior in the educational;enterprise is not dependent on the prescriptions

2

of authority figures."

Complementing the inquiry aspect of this model was an emphasis on personal

commitment or "origin-based behavior." Based on origin'pawn theory, this aspect

of the model stressed the need of student teachers to develop their own realistic

goals and to determine concrete aetivitiescthat they can do to achieve these goals..

In this manner, student_ teachers, rather than viewing themselves as pawns subject

to external forces, would become origins capable of originating intvtionfand

behavior. All through the year an-attempt was made to have student teachers
3 ,

formulate personal goals and develop plans for realizing these goals. Students

were not to be required to master the teaching skills which compose the core of

so many teacher education programs. The inclusion of such competency,features

was viewed as consistent with the "inquiry-perspnal commitment' model only if they
4

were clearly subordinateeiolte humanistic orientation of the model., In other

words, the students, as origins, needed to.participate in any decision which led.

to the inclusion of basic teachig skills in their program of-teacher'preparation.

However, as the staff planned for the next.year's program it increased the

emphasis on required teaching skills an4 concurrently played down the role of

novice teachers as origins. .At a meeting on May 18, 1972, the staff decided that

the Owill instructional program would haVe "more structure. .Rather than Waiting .

for externs [student teachers] to express needs, we will attempt Iopredict some

of them. We will build a skeletal structure allowingfor flexibility When needed."

The staff agreed to start the year with an Observational Training Seminar and to
5

begin Reading and Math minicourses on September 18. In a subsequent descAption

of the 1972-73.program, teaching skills were identified as bne of the three fund1.-

mental bases of the program. The.program.committed itselttto the view that "a ,

o

probpective teacher must acquire a battery of technical skills io order to develop

4.
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.0, ..,
.

into a professional teacher." Yet the finalgoal was not technicians; but rather
, . A ,

selfactualizing,hatene teacherg:t
_____;:-,_ . \

. -

.
.

.,

The rising status of teachingsskill'S was notthe only major difference

between the 1971-72 program and that of 1972-73. In addition the origin-pawn

concept was superseded by.the concept of shared decision making: "The prograM

is committed-firmly to the principle that all parties involved (University kaculty,

teachers, students) have a right and even esponsibility to participate in

decisionkwhich,will Effect them.... Inractice, this [collegia]. relationship
,

-

means that students are given opportunities to taise-questions and to develop

strategies to answer them both on their own as students and in cooperation with

the University-and school professionals. It aisd neeans that University faculty,

teachers and prospective teachers concerned with developing effective learning

experiences for chiraren have in o

together, and to develop progNams

shared decision making is similar t

ortunity to identify objectives andgoals
7

o implement those goals as a team::' While

the .origin-pawn concept in'that bOth suggest

that people have a right to participate in decisions which affect them, shared

decision making--at least as it was definedein this case--recognized that the

university faculty had the final rgisponsibility over the curriculum for the pro-
8

spective teachers. As a result student teachers might in certain cases become

pawns subject to the dictates of the university faculty.
.

The eniphapis'on shared decision.makidg and teaching skills persisted for

three years. All through this time period the documents which outlined the basic

purposes of the program go, through only modest changes inwordiv. The staff -

.

had a strong belief that course work had to be closely related to experience in
, - ,

the-classioom, that technical' skills were impOrtant, and that a successful program

required a cooperativeeffort of students, school personnel, and university

faculty. The essential assumption of those three years iscaptured in the staff's
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. .

definition of program: "A program is more than a set of arrangements anda--5ollec-

*
,

tion of people--it's people.working together and solving concerns, and problems to-
,

gether."
9

4 '1

4 This, the essence of a program was the caoperativp effort to

create it- -was rejected by the faculty of the 1975-76 effort. This group believed

that teacher education programs, including cooperatively developed ones, are,tyPically
4

7

eclectic and that this absence of a 13nified or consistent theoretical position had

, . ..

A number of undesirable consequences. Among the consequences of ecl ctic programs

are: confusion among the students, no clear rationale'for selecting the content
.

of professional education, little integration among courses or betw n courses

4
and teaching practice, a tendency to overemphasize the practical prblems felt

, 'by students to the detriment of social and politidal)issues.releva t to schooling.

Instead of Alecticism'and.its attendant p;ohleilis, what is needed is a program,

10

based on a conception of the'good teacher.
.

.

The staff agreed that the central commitment of the good te cher should be to,

"arranging a school environment which encourages [the] intellec al, emotional and

social. growth of children:" In order to achieve this broad goa a teacher needs,

. . )
to attain the folloviing four objectives:. to accept moral resp nsibility for the.

. .

lives of school children; to become conscipus of alternative Ossibilities for
.

acting in the school setting;.to reflec k critically On these alternatives; andr

to possess the practical skills needed to cprry out his/her onsidered choices.

The key to this program, therefore,.is the linkbetween tho ght and action. Not

only must there be awareness of alternatives and the exer6i e of critical intelli-

gence, but in addition a teacher must be able to ca_ Ary out his/her ideas in

11

practice.

Since the 1974-76 university faculty wasprImarily nterested in an end, the

good' teacher, saw little need for the process of shard decision making. Most

00.
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of its efforts' were to be directed toward devising -the curriculurg expeiences

which would best stimulate the novice to attain'its definition of the good.' teacher,.

Another difference between 1975-76 and the preceding cycle was the former's desire

to place teaching skills within lhe context of the model of the good'teacher. If

this integfationof skill ant conceptual framework of the good teacher fails to

occur, then skill training may do nothing more than encourage'the 'novice, to adapt,
. Jr

to the status quo; alternative courses of action can be better explored if skill

4 ib

training is placed in a broader framework.

12

One way to summarize the differences Among the three cycles is to compare

across cycles the expectations held for a student and the attitude toward the

planning of curriculum activities. The inquiry - personal commitment model expected .

the student to develop his own personal theory of teaching,and this model did not

>- -

stress preplanning Of.curriculum actitiviEies since detailed preplanning would be

inconsistent with treating the students as origins. In contrast.the third'cycle

,/ presented the incoming student with a model of good teaching within which he/she

was to workhextensive preplanning occurred to assure that the student was
.

systematically exposed to the elements of good teaching. The, shared decision

,44

.
making model-, because it,both stressed proceis and recognized the ultimate respon-

sibility of the university' faculty:expected the student-both to master certain

basic teaching skills and to participate in decisions 'hich might rovise or alter

this professional curriculum. As a result the planning ideal was a prearranged

structure which allowed for flexibility.'

Problems of Im lementation
a

Examination of the data--unpublished studies, personal field notes, minutes of

sta f meetings, student and teacher program evaluations, position papers, memoes,

.

.and recall of.events--led to the. formulation of six implementation problems which
A%

were prominent in at least two of the three cycles. These problems are: university

staff, disagreement., interpersonal crises, surprise events, the dom inance of logistics,

typical student teacher problems,c,the dileMma of teacher.involvement. This 'section

10



of the paper'attempts to documgnt each of these six patterns while.the last .

section examinesome of the ,implications of these implementation problems for

ti

the practitioner of FETE.

' University staff disagreement: Fraquent,disagreements .occurred among the

universiTY staff that conducted each of the five years of FBTE. At times such

'differences of opinion focused primarily on tote philosophy underlying a program.
. .

In the first year, for, example, the 'five participating faculty membershad varying

A
degrees of commitment to the inquiry- personal commitment model; twaadhered closely"

,

to the,inodel, one believed in the model but also wanted,careful programming fbr

skill development, and two were more inclined to stress "how to do It" approaches

13

td teaching than-inquiry or personal commitment. While'the faculty members

realized they held differing 'conceptions of the program and wanted to discuss the

relative merits of an inquiry at opposed to a more performance oriented approach,

not enough of this type of dialogue occurred to resolve their philosophical dis=

14 .

crepancies. An outside observer concluded that 11 the spring of the year the

15

university staff had."agreed to disagree." :

In contrast to this disagreement over philosophy, the staff in the,, following

, year had its internal debates primarily over procedural issues, e.g., the timing

of several observational days between'the first and second-student teachini!

placement, who should be'included when
programmaticdecisions were to he made;

watgradingfor student teaching to be done solely Uyithe university staff or by

the staff and the cooperating teachers, what rofe should be played by the university
16

staff when a conflict occurred between a student teacher and a cooperating teacher.

,
slite .

The year 1975-76 also witnessed considerable
.

conflict among the university

staff. These differences were frequently over procedural issues but sometimes

over philodophical issues. Examples include: whether decision making procedures

and role responsibilities should be discussed 1:fore.or after the guiding instruc-

--tional themes were developed* how much the program was to be for. the benefit of

the doctoral students (who were acting as superviAors) as opposed to being for

. 11



the undergraduates;.whether the awareness goals were.better approhched altuationhl/y

(using situation's faced by the student teachers) or through more general; often

abstract, analysis and disculision; should letter grades or*pass/fa il marking be

used fdr student teaching evaldation; should the program be started with a heavy

-Jose of survival skills or with an emphasis. om awareness exercises;, should we

select schools 'and, work with the-,teachers we find in these schools or should we

. 17

select good teacher models regardless of where they areloceited.'

Interpersonal Crises. Field based efforts; jusy as more traditional ones,

have crises "caused" by an individual student teacher. Frequently, a beginning

student teacher violates a school norm--not wearing a bra or not'saying the pledge

of allegiance--and gets into trouble with a teacher and/or principal. Since-one
18

or more university faculty members areoon site, such "crises" are quickly resolved.'

Similarly, the hurt feelings of a cooperating teacher who has been omitted from the

invitation list to an orientation meeting can be readily-assuaged by an alert

19

faculty member. Solving these crises involldg individuals is.usuagy easy in

a FBTE program since the university staff develops a close working relationship

with teachers and administrators.

However, crises which involve a number of people can, and often do, develop

into large scale events which are difficult to resolve. One such crisis occurred

in the first cycle. At the end of a rather disappointing workshop session one

Wednesday cn November a student criticized the workshop sessions because a different

subject was introduced.each time and because'thereigas toe.' little time for follow

,through in the clAssroom. In the words of an eye witness: "Suddenlythe frustra-

tions started pouring out from all quarters. It was as if the key log -in a log- _

jam had been-sprung loose." Some students were concerned abodt how grades were to

be given. Others were worried about discipline problems arid their role in

communicating with parents. Some wanted increased structure so they could be more



?

f

certain of what was expected cf them, while others felt certain faculty members
0

were already overly specific in their demands. :Some students felt university

:faculty were not on. site often enough; others were undlear about Now supervisory

responsibilities,were split between cooperating teachers and 'university faculty.

The university faculty responded to these and other criticisms by setting up

'committees to deal with several of the more pressing problems, including arrange-

ments for an end-of-term evaluation tf the program. Considerable effort was re-
20

quired to deal with the issues which spilled out that-November afternoon.

Examples of other interpersonal crises involving a number of people are
6

the following: several teachers strongly disagreed with a student teaching

grade given to a particular student; students attempted to alter the semesterl

schedule to gain more,vacation time or to end the program early (this happened

several times),; acooperating teacher made public a letter ca;fingfor morb

initiative by student-tdachars and for clarification of the cooperating

teacher responsibilities; students criticized thequality and quantity of super-
'21

vision done by ane staff member. These-"group" crises are often exacerbated

by the university faculty's difficulty in agreeing on-how to res0Ond to them.

Moreover, even after a particular crisis is- resolved, there often remain hurt

feelings and concerns which influence the subsequent behaviOr of thb participants.

.

Surprise events., Typically the so.- called "voup interpersonal crises" well-
.

. ,

. 6 ,

up, boil awhile jugt,beloW the suriac and. finally explode onto center stage.

In contrast to this gradual eruption in
4
whiah Warning cues-are usually.evident,

the "surprise event" givei no particular warning of its impending occurrence.

Usually the surprise event involves only,ohe'person(or possibly two), yet it often

has widespread effect.
46

A classic case of the surprise event is the ,severe. illness of one of the

6!
University faculty members. This illness occurred at the beginning of the school

...

Nka.,

3* I..
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year and had a major impact on the offering of coursework, the revision of the

program rationale, the scheduling of vacation times, and the solution of other

minor and major issues. _Other examples of surprise events from various years
A

' are: the failure of a key ficulty member to receive a tenure appointment; the 1,

mid-year decision by two students to leave the program, resulting in staff

disagreement overthe granting of credit and grades for the fall semester; the

presence of a student who alienated teachers by heik openjuld sharp criticism of

them: In addition to these surprise events which had 'major repercussiOns, a

myriad of lesser unforeseen events are scattered across the five year history of
22

FBTE at Wa hington Univer.sity.
.

The do finance of logistics. If one' divides a 'FBTE program into issues, of

direction, i.e.,the ra'tionale'and,goals for a program, and issues of logistics,
,..--

.
. .

,

i.e., the means for Teachings these end2oints, one is amazed by the staff time
,

devoted to logistical concerns and by the breadth'of these concerns.

C

A good way to grasp the breadth of logistical issues is to review/the staff

minutes 'for 1972-73, the only year in which there are written minutes for every

staff meeting. The following tabulation liits topics handled in 1972-73 by the

staff in its twenty or so meetings; the number of times a particular topic was

discussed is included,in parentheses: ,

Increasing teacher involvement in the program (3)

Subcontracting the,math course to an Outside organization (7)

'Retising credential file letter and program descriptioW(5)

Making student teacher placements (3)

Setting vacation time for students (5)

'Scheduling of course work for students (8)
A

The possibility of a camping trip (1) 4-
t ,,._

..1

,..

.

The student teacher role in parent conferences(2) i

14
4
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Obtainine teacher reaction to the program (3)
N.

Rearranging supervisory assignments (L)

Continuing the program in 1973474 (1)

Discussing supervisory arrangements for pre school,placements (1).

Making a master schedule of supervisoiy conferences (1)

The Superintendent's visit to the program (2)

Procedures for making programmatic decisions (1),

Setting up a session on job interviews (3)

Teacher released time to work with student teachers

,Grading policy (1)

(1)

Placement of"itildents not connected-with the FBTE program (2)

Scheduling conflicts caused by campus responsibilities (3)

Establishing minimal expectationsfor student teachers (2)

(JP

Justifying a course to the department chairman (14-

In addition to these logistical topics which were important enough to appear on an

agenda; there were additional topics which were not of enough significance to warrant

staff meeting time. These logistical issues were discussed informally among the

-staff.'

The content of logistical issues tends to alter in response to new

programmatic goals. For instance, the third cycle, with its concern for a specific

approach to good teaching, spent enormous amounts of staff time on the Jogistics of

providing appropiiate. ctirriculum experiences for the student teachers: A second

factor which affects the content of logistical issues is changes d.n the staff's

.e" f ,

thlnking on the best structure for the FBTE progiam. This past, year, for example,

there was .extensive discussion concerning which three to five schools, the program

should be associated withfrwhile.in 1972773, when_ the program was in, only one school,

.
this issue appeared on-a staff meeting agenda only once.- Since the programmatic

4

1 5
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goals have evolvdd through'three cycles.and the staff's thinking about structural

arrangements has changed over time, there always seems to be a new set of logistical

issues to'replace those that are lisolved."

One of the most significant structural changes occurred to the fall of 1975:

.

At that time the FBTE program stopped being a one year program which was an altef-

native to the, campus-based elementary program and instead becathe'a one semester

program to be taken by,a11,elementary certification students.. This alteration

occurred simultaneously with the beginning of what 'I have termed the third cycle

and with a Major change in supervisory arrangements. The logistical "fall out"

was enormous, resulting in extra staff meetings, a significant revision of

supervisory arrangements in late SepteMber, and extensive attention all year to

the logistics of. curriculuthi;lanning., Contrary to the conventional wisdom That

logistical issueetaper off after the initial year, our experience has-been that

logistiCal concerns persist, though' their 'content y change ovr time.

Typical students teacher problems. ;Student evaluations lead one to believe that

student teachers in a FBTE program have the same type of problems that are

experienced by student teachers in campus based programs. Students 'have personality

and philosophic.conflicts with their cooperating teachers, they believe they are

',not served enough by university faculty, they want more opportunity to talk with
. _

their cooperating teacher-, and so forth.
/./1

,The conflicts With-cooperating teachers may have occurred-somewhat less

frequently than is the case in a campus based program, but they-did happen

r .

regularly over the five years. That these conflicts arose is not surprising in

that our FBTE programs utilized the traditional cooperating teacher-student teacher
. 23

'relationship.' This relationship often produces tension and conflict.

se
A

student perception that the-university staff Often did not do enough

supervision is less easy to understand_sinCe the staff-Was field based a nd; there -'
-

fore, spent considerable time in classrooms'and in disCussion-with students.
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However,.a number of other demands--including logistical issues, staff disagreements,

interpesonal crises, surprise events, responsibilities outside of FBTE--tended

from
to pull the university staff away6classrooms. In addition there is evidence,"t

ledst fox 1975-76, that the university, staff spent a disproportionate amount of

time with student teachers who,were having trouble and/or were perceived by the

staff as being "weak." To counteract this tendency one meth er of the staff actually

went around in-late.springto visit several of the students who had received less

attention than the others. One student recognized this propensity toward unequal

,7*
attention as he mildly driticized the supervision Ile had received: "I felt bver-

f3dked in the watching of my performance by the supervisors. 'I realize there were

other student-teachers who were having serious problems and attention needed to

-them. Yet I guess its the old questi<>2# giving help to the, 'underachieVex' or
0

-helping the,dthers." his same student,' however, also commented that "if I ever.

',(11& need help, I firefi--iitocOntact my Supervisors."
6t Tge availabtlity and openness of the staff often seemed to override criticisms

.
students had of the program. °One student\oncluded her evaluation with the state-

, men: "The most beautiful element in this program is the honest, sincere, warm

and concerned feeling that everyone has for each other. I always felt sure that I

could come and talk to any number of people for many different reasons. The close-

kni family -type feeling_which prevailed made me feel secure in a new and often

. -- - 25 --

4ifficult, situation." While not every student over the five years left the

program in such-a euphoric state, many did leave
/.='

believing that the FBTE experience,

particularly the staff, was one of the highlights of their collegerer.

The dilemma of teacher involvement. With the exception of 197 576, the university
0

faculty_responsible for FBTE had a strong commitment to involving the cooperating

teachers in the.activities of the program. Even in 1975-76, there was a sizeable
` 26

portion of the university staffinterested in teacher involvement. Yet all through

the five years teachers regularly complained that they did not know what the goals

and activitiei pf the programs were and/or what specific expectations the univer-

a 1 7
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sity.faculty had for them in the,ir role as cooperating teachers.

In the first cycle, for example, teachers had misgivings abut twopoints:

Communication between the teachers and the [Universit)] staff was inadequate,
. i -,

and there was no clear understanding about how Einiversity trailing activities
. .

. .
.

..,

.. . .

%
.

related to the training responsibilities of the teachers." Out of considerable

discussion came the development of the triad, a team of a university faculty

member La student teacher, and a cooperating teacher. The triad arrangement

included guidelines which '.!ere to facilitate the setting of goals for each

student'teachef, the divining of supervisory responsibilities between coo;erating

teacher.and,university = faculty member, and the establishing' of regular meeting

.4f v, 27

times.for the triad.

Even though the guidelines apparen tly helped regularize communication among,,

4 co

the three parties; the triad arrangement did nbt seem to lead to cooperating

'teacher understanding of the theoretical

Of a sample of five.teachers interviewe d

ideas which nnderlsx_she first cycle.

in the sprilgconly one "had heard of

or remembered hearing of the inquiry based approach to teaching or the idea of
1

4r.

thinking one's way into teaching." None remembered having seen any document which

'outlined the.rationale of the program. All 0 them stressed the need for more

communication,.. information and communication, basically the same request which had led to-the
-_, f8 -

,

I

formation of triads several months earlier.

The next fall, the beginning of the second cyCle, a public letter from a

cooperating- teacher precipitated another attempt by tbe,university faculty to-
e .

4
clarify the program. Staff meeting 'minutes for November 10, 1972; noted: 3"In

,
1

partial response-to the very constructive feedback letterliom [,teacher X) 'the
i

.
4'

university staff felt the strong need for a concise statement of the princtple.s

and objectives with which-we are operating in [Year] II." Such a statement was

r

prepared and distributed to teachers at a-joint school-university meeting on

18
411111111.
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November 30. Yet at the end of the'year, a joint school-university pTanning

committee was again discussing how teachers could be made more Aware of the

activities of the program. The joint planning committee resolved that course
6 .0

syllabi should be given to teachers next year and that a written statement

.should be developed of role expectatioris for student teachers, cooperating
29

teachers,. and supervisors..

By an odd quirk of fate the same cooperating teacher who had addressed a letter

to the staff in the fall of 19%2 had a student teacher in the spring of 1976.. As

t

can,be seen from ,the follOwing quote from her student teacher's final evaluation
e

form,
0
teacher X

11,

still did not believe she knew whey was going on: "There should

de4itelcbe more information about the student teaching for the cooperating

teacher. My teacher expressed disappointment -that she couldn't be as useful as

possible. She suggested'a listing ofymaterial/approiches 'or expectations that

the program outlined for the students be distrAuted to cooPerating. teachers...."

30

TeaCher lack of awareness of the program seemed to be a long term trend.

Another form 9f teacher -involvement besides teacher awareness of'program

activities and goals is teacher participation in the planning and implementation'

of the program for the prospective-teachers. The second cycle university niculty

-.14ade such participation by teachers -- i.e.,.shared decision making -- a central

theme of,its efforts.' While several teachers participated extensivelyuring.

)

the second CyCl-rpartiCularly in the 4kptiyear of that cyCie, teacher partici-,

-patron seemed to be an elusive target. Finding a way for them to attend Friday

morning staff meetings was difficult because of their teaching responsibilities;

special late afternoon and evening meetings sere occassionally scheduled so that
31

teachers might attend. Yet there seemed to be no-incentives to participation

other than committment to professional training, and there was considerable
32

feeling that teachers lacked the time for major involvement in the program.

19 f
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Teacher participation, even more than teacher awareness, remains a Holy Grail.

Implications 4

One obvious implication of finding three cycles of philosophical orientations

is.a loss of confidence in the term field based teacher education. Typically the

term is defined as follows: "Field based teacher education is based on-site in
33

a school or group of schools which may be.called,teacher education centers".

While all three cycles were on-site, differences, among them in programmatic

emphasis were considerable.; To cluster them together under the umbrella of FBTE ir

is- to mask these diffetences and to suggest commonalities which simply do not

\ exist.

' The term need not be abandoned, but,its.limitations must be acknowledged.

not
While FBTE specifies where a program occurs, it doeswreveal the purposes that

are being pursued. Nor does it indicate the structure to b7 used, e.g., whether

teachers and students are to have a signficant role in progea6matic decisions:
.

A teacher education program that is on-:site and therefore field based must also

have its basic purposes and structural arrangements clearly designated. Not until c

this delineation occurs is a program adequately.defined.

What beyond a clear statement of purposes and structure, is necessary, parti-

cularly as a FETE faculty focuses on program implementation? How does a FBTE '

faqulty minimize the six problem areas identified in this paper? Before addressing

the implementation issue directly, I believe that further analysis of the.six

areas, is desirable because four of the six areas have a comthon characteristic:
0

decision making.

The making of decisions is central to university staff disagieement and to .

logistical issues, and a FBTE staff must dedide how to respond to surprise events

and interpersonal crises. Again and again a FBTE faculty is faced with decisions,

some limited in scope such as logistics and others that outline the fundamental
.r



-19-
e

ti

4

9.9

purposestobe pursued.- Not all of these decisions can be made prior to the

beginning of a program. Among-tie decisions which cannot be preplanqed are some

logistical ones and those related to surprise events and'Anterperional crises.

Moreover, in the case of decisions made dum.klg the program, there is 1,41.-a4ded

dimension of timing. Does. the staff, for example, anticipate a potential inter-
.

personal crisis, wain the hope `that it twill "blow over," or A, vert attention

from it by some diversionary tactic? Deciding When to act m eras complicated

and time consuming as deciding how.to act.

Besides the variety:tequencing, and timing of decisions, a fourth dimension

involves the composition of the decision making body. Are all decisions "team".

decisions or are some decisions reserved to certain individuals? Are teadhe'rs and

4.- students to be included in some'd ecisions? If so, which ones are to be shared
A

with them? It is rather easy to construct a decision makiiig body that results in
3 -

1,

a very complex decision making process, and rather difficult to have an'eXten- .

sive amount of teaming without significant decision making complications.

Keeping the dynamics of decision making in mind, I ma ,,.the following recommends-
. 04

tions to help a FBTE faculty cope with the six implementation issues discussed in

this pa0er:

Ground ruled" for decision making. Determining who'isin the decision making

body and which decisions, are under the jurisdiction of this body is itself 'a

. )

major decision. The best time to address this decision On.decision making ground
o

rules is before conflict over philosophical and procedural issues arises.

Res ving concrete disputes at the same time as-guidelines for resolviqg disputes
34

are being established .is a perilous approach, a point well made by Seymou0arason.
,t* mow

.

Yet the creation of ground rules issahard work and tends tb be .voided because its.ii

A r t

value is not apparent until conflicts arise.

21 r.
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Small core group. One
f

way to reduce decision making strain4to keep the

-----
core groytp of universi faculty as small, as possible. Instead of .a large

numb peOple, each of *hod has
t
extensive responsibilities outside a FBTE

prograd, the ideal should be intensive involvement of a smalL number of faculty

members. For each reduction oGone faculty member, there is one less person to

concur with 'the ground rules, to participate $n staff meetings, to-'4approve of a

speci -fic course of action. Instead of being Letter, abigger core group may

actually be worse, particularly if there is a commitment to involve teachers and

stddents in.. certain decisions. Under such conditions the achiev'ement of consensus
.

4 can become an exercise in futility.

Control of complexity. While some factors--e.g.°, surprise events--which com-

plicate thdeeision making process cannot be averted, othera.can,td some extent.

be controlled. For instance, tOsmall core group Intensively involved in a FBTE

.program should be able to perceive the cues of an impending ihterpersonal ctisis

and tok.agree qtlickly on corrective action. Similarly, aeimall core group can

make one consideration of substantive decisions be the logistical imprWcations
J.

these decisions. If a particular cours. of action, entaili- too manyflogistical

complications, then it can be rejected or can bedelayed until a later time.

Seeing the, future implications of current decisions'andbeineon top:oe the

current situation are concrete ways of reducing the °complexity of a FBTE praram.''
e

Slack space. In spite of attempts to control complexity, to develop a small

,core group, and to provide ground rules, there are` likely to be more prOblems than

anticipated. To make sure tint these problems receive adequate discussion, a

FBTE faculty should build slack time into the staff meeting schedule. Otherwise,

the development of unanticipated problems can throw a.well planned and well

functioning effortinto disarray.
. ,

Be prepared'ereCisions and conflict..Ir-the-end there will remai numerous
"

f

decisions, and these decisions will require attention to-detail.and to g nd

22
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design. Frequently; the decisions will lead to conflic). The FBTE faculty needs

to be prepared for decisions and conflict so that it will not fedi that this

result is a sign of failure. Hopefully parti pants in these efforts will study

the implementation process to illuminate its ynamics and to formulate something
35

beyond the .rules of thumb outlined in- this peus:'

.The.rulas of thumb I have developed 4 ,not'relate.very directly to two of

the implementation problems: typical

teacher involvement. Neitheeof thes
110'

but they are both importAt impedime

nt teacher problems and Ile'dilemma of

blems is particularly easy to resolve,..'

\

the Long term success of FBTE. It is _

le "rhaid to conceive of a truly success ul TE program id which the clinical site,.

the classroom, is,nnOer the jurisdiction of a teacher unconnected to the rest of

the clinical staff, the university pculty.. This disjunction of school and

A'

university in the traditional campus based program is one of the prime motives
ti

for moving to a FBTE approach. Interestingly, the most perplexing typical student

teacher problem also involves the cooperating teacher; philosophic and personality

conflicts between teacher and student teacher, are difficult totavoid and harder

to resolve.

Tobe honest I do not know how the gap. between school and university can be.

eliminated as long as schools are unwilling to-,provide teachers with time and

professional advancement incentives to participate in teacher preparation activities.

This type of support is-unlikely; local school4ave many.priorities" more pressing

1-

than preservice teacher preparation. For a brief time several years ago our FBTE

`faculty was on the verge ofill:ZsoTing a close working relationship with a small

.
,

_... r
.

group of teachers. In'retrospect that short term relationship was possible
.'

--- , 4
,because of several stro g friendships and the willingness on both sides to con-

,
r_, ,,

t

tribute extra time and e fort to thebuirding of atmosphere4 '
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Significant teacher involvement in preservice teacher education may have

to,await:the development of new organizational arrangments which encourage this

participation. Perhaps we will have to reinvent the campus laboratory school

or develop clinical schools which are structurally connected to institutions of

higher. education. Or perhaps someone will formulate a workable arrangement

wath-can bridge the gap between existing publid schools and university. Not
-

until we know how to involve the practitioner in charge .of the clinical site will

we be.ableto test the potential of FM: .

1
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